Introduction
A growing number of studies demonstrate how, after accounting for differences between individuals, the characteristics of communities (e.g. levels of ethnic heterogeneity or socioeconomic disadvantage) in which individuals reside are negatively associated with attitudes towards their neighbours and neighbourhoods; in particular, trust in neighbours (henceforth TiN) (Putnam, 2007; Laurence, 2011) . Applying such attitudes as indicators of social capital, these studies have concluded that such characteristics of communities can undermine social capital. Given the rising importance attributed to social capital as a possible explanation for differences in life outcomes between communities, such as in levels of crime (Sampson et al., 1997) or health outcomes (Kawachi et al., 1999) , it is important to understand what factors cultivate or erode social capital. However, a significant criticism levelled at such research is how far the variables frequently applied to measure social capital actually capture its presence due to a distinct 'lack of knowledge of the validity of current [social capital] measures' (Moore et al., 2009, p.536; Haynes, 2009; Fine, 2010) . Considering the purported benefits of social capital, we believe it is crucial to try and understand the efficacy of attitudes such as TiN for measuring social capital in a community.
Exploring the validity of these attitudes as measures of social capital, however, is a difficult task. Firstly, the concept itself remains strongly contested and even reaching a working consensus-based definition has proven elusive (Durlaf, 2002b) . Secondly, as Fieldhouse and Cutts (2010, p.296 ; emphasis our own) discuss, 'social capital is a complex phenomenon that we cannot observe directly' and thus 'various indicators' are used to try and capture it (see also Collier, 2002) . However, such has been the breadth of indicators applied in the literature (from voting to fear of crime), with little focus on their validity, that the concept has been accused of being 'the latest buzz word meaning all things to all people… lack[ing] empirical specificity' (Harper, 2001: 12) .
We suggest that despite the myriad of definitions, conceptions, and suggested measures, the theoretical foundation of social capital is social networks and the idea that networks possess value (e.g. Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000; Lin, 2001 ).
These networks form the structural, objective association component of social capital on which the norms and values components rest (Paxton, 1999) . Furthermore, it is from actual connectivity that the purported wider benefits of social capital (efficient and diverse information flows, ability to overcome collective action problems, etc.) are believed to emerge (Putnam and Feldstein, 2003) . As Putnam (2000, p.19 , emphasis our own) states, social capital is '[s]ocial networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them…[a] society of many virtuous but isolated individuals is not necessarily rich in social capital'. We believe a greater conceptual and empirical specificity can therefore be achieved by focusing on the 'specific network mechanisms responsible for social capital' with an aim to understand the extent to which those indicators, proxies and outcomes currently applied to capture social capital's presence are actually underpinned by such networks (Burt, 2000, p.346) .
Based on this re-focusing onto the network foundations of social capital, if attitudes such as TiN are efficacious indicators of neighbourhood social capital then they should, in theory, also be picking up the presence of networks between neighbours. However, there is little research into whether such 'proxy indicators reflect aspects of people's social connections within neighbourhood settings' (Moore et al., 2009: 536) . Potentially, attitudes such as trust may emerge or recede in communities in response to factors unrelated to social connectivity (e.g. Baumgartner, 1988) ; we may, for example, find communities with high levels of trust but low levels of social connectivity. Would we consider a trusting yet disconnected community high in social capital? If networks form the theoretical heart of the concept, and the purported wider benefits of social capital flow from interaction between actors, then we believe both connectivity and trust are vital for indicating the presence of social capital.
The primary aim of this chapter therefore is to explore the literature's use of attitudes such as TiN as measures of social capital. We believe that if TiN is to be used as a proxy/indicator for neighbourhood social capital then it needs to capture both: the norms and trust component and the connectivity component, that rest at the core of the concept. This chapter will be divided into two sections. The first will explore the efficacy of TiN as a measure of social capital. We begin by applying factor analysis to explore whether TiN and measures of (neighbour) social connectivity pick up the same underlying latent factor, that is, whether neighbourhood trust and connectivity form two sides of the same coin.
Secondly, we will model the individual-level relationships between TiN and measures of connectivity, controlling for individual socio-economic status (SES) and demographics.
This will allow us to explore how strongly connectivity is associated with TiN, and whether an individual's SES/demographic characteristics continue to be independently associated with TiN after accounting for social connectivity i.e. whether TiN has sources outside of connectivity. The second section will explore the implications of section one for the use of TiN in the study of the predictors of social capital in current research. We take two key claims from the literature: that higher community ethnic diversity and socio-economic disadvantage undermine social capital, as assumed from their negative relationships with TiN. We test these claims by exploring how far their effects on TiN can be accounted for by differences in levels of social connectivity between communities. If they do undermine social capital both trust and connectivity would be expected to decline.
Theoretical framework

Measuring social capital: indicators and their theoretical antecedents
Many scholars have converged on social capital as 'a comprehensive explanation for why some communities are able to resolve collective problems cooperatively while others are unable to bring people together for common purposes' (Brehm and Rahn, 1997: 999 ). Yet, there remains significant criticism of the use of the concept, particularly towards the measures applied to capture its presence (Haynes, 2009; Fine, 2010) . Such criticism often stems from the fact that social capital is considered a complex phenomenon that is difficult (if not impossible) to measure directly, which has resulted in a range of indicators, proxy measures, or outcomes being applied to try and capture its presence (Collier, 2002; Fieldhouse and Cutts, 2010) . For example, questions on social trust are frequently applied as measures of social capital in the literature. However, trust itself is not actually considered 'social capital but…a close consequence, and therefore could be easily thought of as a proxy' i.e. the presence of trust is believed to indicate the presence of social capital (Putnam, 2001, p.7) . However, the use of variables such as trust as a proxy measure becomes problematic if we believe that such variables have multiple sources and that trust may be a close consequence of other factors besides social capital (Fine, 2010) . If trust can emerge outside of the presence of social capital its use as a proxy would be compromised i.e. high trust may not reflect high social capital 1 (Durlaf, 2002a) .
If social capital is difficult to observe/measure directly how do we propose to investigate the validity of indicators such as TiN? We suggest that the shared feature at the foundation of almost all conceptions of social capital is social networks (e.g. Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000; Lin, 2001) . Even Putnam's (2000) use of civic association membership was applied as a 'measure of social connectedness', stating there is 'nothing canonically superior about formal associations as forms of social networks' beyond their 'greater ease of measurement' (Putnam, 2001, p.5 This criteria mirrors the cognitive (norms and trust) and structural (networks) components (Uphoff and Wijayaratna, 2000) , as well as Putnam's definition as 'social connections and the attendant norms and trust' (Putnam, 1995, p.665) . Figure 1 (replicated from Paxton (1999)) demonstrates how, theoretically, social capital requires both networks and trust; one without the other does not constitute social capital.
[ Figure 1 about here]
Refocusing on the social networks component alongside the cognitive elements (such as trust) is also crucial considering it is through networks that the wider benefits of social capital are believed to be accrued e.g. efficient and diverse information flows, ability to overcome collective action problems, etc. (Putnam and Feldstein, 2003) . Criticisms of the social capital literature thus often stem from studies 'extending the notion of social capital beyond its theoretical roots in social relations and social networks', to which we aim to return (Lin, 2001, p.35 (Falk and Kilpatrick, 2000; Marschall and Stolle, 2004: 146; Axelrod, 1984) . Based on this, the presence of trust amongst neighbours is applied as a proxy measure for its antecedent interaction/connectivity as well. Therefore, even though only the social values aspect of social capital is being measured this is presumed to be underpinned by social networks, thus capturing both values and networks (Li et al., 2005; Moore et al., 2009) .
From this perspective, studies tend to 'measure [social capital's] effects rather than the actual existence of social networks… [t] hat is, 'trust' is an assumed consequence of social networks rather than a measure of the extensiveness of social networks' (Coburn, 2000, p. 142-143 (Baumgartner, 1988: 134) .
Alternatively, Livingstone, et al. (2010) discuss how factors such as high crime rates in communities can generate distrust between residents. Thus, safe, secure environments, low in crime, can breed trust amongst residents outside of the presence of social networks. Furthermore, as we will outline in more detail below, individuals may perceive others to be trustworthy or not based on their race or class alone (Glaeser et al., 2000) . Thus, in theory, communities may exhibit high TiN by virtue of their racial or socioeconomic make-up, independent of how socially connected they are. At the same time, it has been suggested that 'trust…can stem from ethical values that have no social component' (Durlaf, 2002a, p.460) . Individuals could therefore evince trust without being socially connected.
If it is the case that trust can emerge without connectivity, we cannot assume therefore that just because a neighbourhood trusts that it will also be connected. Therefore, Before we continue, an alternative scenario is that TiN is not a proxy for social capital but actually constitutes social capital itself (Fukuyama, 1995) . Potentially, we may find communities high in trust but low in connectivity. Would we still consider such a community high in social capital? Or potentially high in the norms and shared values aspect but low in the social connectivity aspect? Most definitions of social capital merge 'social networks and the associated norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness' into a single concept and do not discuss whether either/or is sufficient to be classed as social capital (Putnam, 2007, p.137) . However, as discussed, we believe networks have to be present for us to class an area as high in social capital as without the networks underpinning trust the wider benefits attributed to social capital (e.g. efficient information flows, etc.) are much less likely be accrued.
Implications for analysing predictors of social capital: the case of Community Ethnic diversity and Disadvantage
We have thus outlined the importance of measuring networks, alongside social values such as trust, for capturing the presence of social capital, as well as highlighting the theoretical possibility that a trusting community may not necessarily be a socially connected one. We turn now to exploring the implications of this discussion for two key relationships outlined in the literature: that higher rates of community (1) ethnic diversity and (2) disadvantage are negatively associated with neighbourhood attitudes 2 (especially lower TiN). Based on the assumption that such attitudes form valid indicators of social capital, these studies often conclude that diversity and disadvantage undermine community social capital.
To account for these relationships, studies have drawn on a range of literatures suggesting that the negative effects of diversity and disadvantage on attitudes such as trust comes through channels of social connectivity between residents. In terms of diversity, as Uslaner (2010, p. 2) notes, scholars tend to argue that 'diversity…breeds aversions to interaction with people of different backgrounds' and thus individuals 'choose to participate less in racially mixed communities', resulting in lower trust (Alesina and LaFerrara, 2000, p.891) . Alternatively, homophily is often cited as an explanation, suggesting individuals prefer interaction with similar individuals (e.g. in terms of race, income, etc.) and thus co-habiting amongst lower proportions of co-ethnics results in a smaller pool of ties with whom individuals will interact (Stolle, et al., 2008; McPherson et al., 2001) . Therefore, connectivity is posited to decrease alongside trust with rising diversity as it would inhibit interaction between residents, thus undermining social capital.
Similarly, higher community disadvantage is believed to erode social networks through apathy, insecurity, and an unwillingness to engage in neighbourhood activities;
conversely therefore, 'more advantaged places have higher levels of informal social ties that bind neighbors together' (Ross et al., 2001, p.572-73; Sampson et al., 1997) . As Letki (2008) suggests, 'deprivation and disorder erode formal and informal interactions, which in turn lowers interpersonal trust ' (p. 104) . Under these applied theories, the lower TiN in disadvantaged communities would also be underpinned by weaker connectivity. If this is the case, the current claims that disadvantage undermines social capital would be (in our view) valid.
No study, however, has tested the extent to which the lower TiN in diverse and/or disadvantaged communities is accounted for by weaker patterns of connectivity. Therefore, whether diversity and/or disadvantage do actually undermine both TiN and social connectivity (and thus social capital), as theoretically predicted, remains largely unknown.
The problem is, there are a number of theories which suggest diversity and disadvantage may undermine TiN outside of a social connectivity-pathway. In terms of diversity, it is posited that trust is implicitly more likely to develop within (rather than between) ethnic groups. Messick and Brewer (1983: 27-28 ; emphasis in original) note that individuals 'perceive other in-group members in generally favorable terms, particularly as being trustworthy, honest, and cooperative'. Glaeser et al. (2000) also demonstrates lower levels of honesty and reciprocity in inter-racial exchanges. Therefore, 'ethnic and racial differences [may] discourage the reliance on the behavior of one's neighbors, friends and colleagues' (Messick and Kramer, 2001: 100) . As such, trust may be higher in homogeneous communities simply by virtue of individuals perceiving their neighbours to be more trustworthy, not necessarily through higher social connectivity. Disadvantage may also affect trust directly (outside of connectivity) as such communities are posited to 'expose residents to a daily dose of petty crime, concentrated physical decay and social disorder' which 'in turn leads to a constellation of negative psychological states…[including] feelings of anxiety and fear, alienation from neighbours [and] lack of trust in others' (Oliver and Mandelberg, 2000, p. 576, emphasis our own). Again, declining
TiN without recourse to a social connectivity explanation.
The literature therefore contains theoretical frameworks suggesting the effects of diversity and disadvantage may come through both social and non-social connectivity pathways. There is therefore no reason to necessarily assume that the negative effects of diversity and disadvantage on TiN demonstrated in the literature indicate that they undermine social capital (i.e. both the values and networks components).
Summary and outline of analysis
The main aim of this paper is to: (1) test the efficacy of neighbourhood attitudes, in particular TiN, as measures (i.e. proxies/indicators) of social capital; and (2) explore the implications of this for studying the predictors of social capital, especially the effects of community ethnic diversity and disadvantage. We follow Paxton (1999) , suggesting social capital requires two key components: both social networks and a subjective type of tie (such as a trusting one). Therefore, for neighbours to possess high social capital requires residents to be both connected to, and trusting of, one another. To explore these aims we begin by analysing the inter-relationships between attitudes of TiN and levels of social connectivity, including: employing factor analysis methods to test whether trust and connectivity capture the same, underlying latent construct i.e. whether if an individual trusts they are also connected; as well as examining how far measures of connectivity are related to trust by modelling the individual-level relationships between connectivity and TiN, controlling for SES and demographics. Combined, these tests will allow us to gauge the efficacy of TiN in capturing levels of social connectivity.
We will then explore the implications of this for investigating the predictors of social capital more generally. We take two key relationships from the literature: that community ethnic diversity and disadvantage are negatively associated TiN, and test the claims that they undermine social capital by testing how far measures of social connectivity mediate the negative effects of diversity and disadvantage on TiN. If such community characteristics do undermine social capital, as is claimed, much of their negative effect (and statistical significance) should be accounted for by differences in levels of social connectivity between communities.
There are two potential issues with the following analysis. Firstly, although we will be using measures of social connectivity as predictors of TiN we are not necessarily making a unidirectional causal claim that trust emerges from the formation of ties. In theory, 'the more we connect with other people, the more we trust them, and vice versa' (Putnam, 1995, p.665; Brehm and Rahn, 1997) . Alternatively, trust and networks may emerge simultaneously. Whilst this is an important debate, ultimately our aim is to explore the associations between trust and networks i.e. how far TiN (as a proxy for social capital) picks up connectivity. Therefore, we set aside issues of causality for the moment. Secondly, a key assumption of this chapter is that for greater TiN to function as a measure of social capital it should also capture more ties with neighbours, and more frequent interaction between them (Paxton, 1999) . However, TiN may not simply be associated with greater connectivity between neighbours but only with specific types of ties with neighbours e.g. it
is not simply connecting with neighbours but connecting through participation in local civic-groups for instance. Therefore, whilst TiN may not form a valid proxy for all ties with neighbours it may form a valid proxy for civic tie connectivity with neighbours.
Unfortunately, our data precludes a detailed test of this.
Data and methodology
Datasets and sample
To investigate these issues we use the 2000-01 General Household Survey ( 
Key dependent and independent variables (individual-level)
Our key dependent variable, frequently applied as a measure of social capital, is trust in neighbours (TiN): individuals are asked whether they 'trust…most, many, a few, or none of the people in your neighbourhood'. As discussed, our primary aim involves investigating the relationship between attitudes of TiN and the social networks that lie at the core of social capital. The GHS contains a range of measures of an individual's ego-centric social network that will allow us to explore these ideas 3 . Table 1 summarises the full set of local social connectivity measures available, including measures of 'close' tie connectivity 4 .
These measures will allow us to test our key contention for the use of TiN as a proxy for community social capital: that a neighbourhood rich in social capital should be one in which individuals are both connected to, and trust, one another (Paxton, 1999) . The GHS provides measures of interaction/connectivity with neighbours in particular, allowing us to explore the specific relationship between trust of, and connectivity to, neighbours.
However, they also provide us with a wider array of local tie measures (including local close friends or local familial ties).
[ Table 1 about here]
Key community-level independent variables
To measure diversity we use the Simpson's (1949) Index of Fractionalisation. The SDI captures 'the probability of two randomly chosen individuals within one neighbourhood being members of different racial groups' (Letki, 2008, p.110 and leads to a larger n per level-2 unit (on average 5 residents per MSOA) to increase the robustness of our models 8 . Standardised coefficients are reported to allow for ease of comparison between the relative effects of different types of connectivity.
Results
Section one: the inter-relationships between trust in neighbours and social connectivity This first section empirically explores the inter-relationships between TiN and measures of social connectivity. We begin by applying exploratory factor analysis between social connectivity measures and TiN (Table 2) 9 . As discussed, if TiN is purported to measure social capital, and social capital is composed of both shared values and networks, it should, in theory, load robustly on to measures of (neighbour) connectivity i.e. both local trust and connectivity should pick up the same underlying, latent factor (of neighbourhood social capital).
[ Table 2 about here]
The only connectivity measures that load above .4 with TiN are knowing and speaking to neighbours. However, the Eigen Value is below 1, and an Alpha Score of the three variables is 0.5. This suggests that they are related (as theoretically predicted); however, these results are not strong enough to convince us that social (especially neighbour) connectivity essentially captures the same underlying factor as TiN.
This provides the first line of evidence that we should not simply assume, empirically, that just because an individual trusts their neighbours that they possess high levels of connectivity with them. The second test is how far (and which) individual-level measures of social connectivity are associated with TiN, and whether these hold after controlling for socio-demographic characteristics at the individual-level. Table 3 shows the results of a step-wise ordered logistic regression analysis in which we build up our full [ Table 3 about here] Table 3 reveals a number of key points. Firstly, knowing more neighbours, and speaking to them more frequently, are very strongly associated with TiN i.e. individuals connected to their neighbours are very likely to trust them. We also find that possessing more local close friends and crisis contacts are significantly associated with TiN i.e. whilst neighbour connectivity is most strongly associated with TiN, other forms of connectivity also evince associations. Secondly, we find that a large portion of the coefficient size (and all the statistical significance) of a number of socio-demographic measures are fully accounted for by how socially connected an individual is e.g. the greater TiN reported by women, married individuals, or those in the community for more years (Model 1) is almost entirely underpinned by higher connectivity with neighbours.
These results thus provide strong evidence that if an individual is connected, especially to their neighbours, they exhibit TiN. Yet, they also provide further evidence against using TiN as a proxy for social capital. Firstly, we find a significant portion of the variance in TiN remains unaccounted for (the pseudo R-Squared in Model 6 is 0.158).
Secondly, many of the socio-demographic controls remain significantly related to TiN even after accounting for levels of social connectivity. In fact, age has a very strong relationship with trust, second to knowing more neighbours; yet almost none of its relationship to trust is underpinned by connectivity. Potentially, this may result from not accounting for a complete range of types of social connectivity. However, more problematic still, some individual-level SES controls actually exhibit changes which suggest their relationship with trust is suppressed by lower levels of connectivity. For example, the positive effects of possessing a degree or above, or possessing a higher household income, actually increase and become more significant when we control for the level of connectivity. In other words, richer, more educated individuals tend to trust more of their neighbours yet at the same time know fewer and speak to them less frequently than less well-off or less qualified individuals 10 .
At the outset of this chapter we detailed how for TiN to form an efficacious proxy for community social capital, an individual that exhibits (dis)trust would also need to exhibit dis(connectedness). However, these findings suggest that, empirically, we should not assume a trusting individual is necessarily a connected one. Instead, whilst connected individuals are much more likely to trust neighbours, just because an individual trusts their neighbours does not necessarily mean they are connected to them. We can see idea this summarised in a cross-tabulation between the proportion of neighbours an individual knows with the proportion they trust (Table 4) : for example, whilst 83% of individuals who know many/most of their neighbours trust many/most of their neighbours, around 40% of individuals who know none/a few of their neighbours also trust many/most of their neighbours. Again, whilst individuals who are connected tend to trust, just because an individual trusts does not necessarily mean they are connected. Instead, TiN can emerge alongside a number of other factors (e.g. education, age) that have very little (or even a negative association) with connectivity; thus, to assume that just because someone trusts that they are also connected would be incorrect.
[ Table 4 [ Table 5 about here]
We observe that, between our baseline model (Model 1) and Model 6 (controlling for all types of local connectivity), the effect of diversity is reduced in total by 35% and is also reduced to non-significance. Particularly important for accounting for the negative relationship between diversity and TiN is speaking to, and knowing more, neighbours.
These findings suggest diversity is therefore negatively associated with both the size of (and level of activity within) an individual's local networks, and differences in connectivity across levels of diversity accounts for a large amount of the differences in trust. In other words, the trust exhibited in homogeneous areas is strongly underpinned by connectivity with neighbours 11 .
In terms of disadvantage, in Model 1 we observe that the IMD 2004 possesses a strong, negative association with TiN. However, on controlling for local connectivity (especially knowing neighbours) we find the negative effect actually increases by 40%.
Thus, disadvantage is negatively associated with trust but positively associated with a number of local connectivity measures (especially knowing neighbours 12 ); the fact that individuals know more neighbours in disadvantaged communities therefore suppresses its negative effect on TiN.
How do these findings impact claims in the literature that diversity and disadvantage undermine social capital? We find, as demonstrated in much of the community-level literature, that ethnic diversity is negatively associated with TiN.
However, a large proportion of the coefficient size (and all its statistical significance) can be accounted for with the inclusion of our measures of local, especially neighbour, connectivity. In other words, diversity's negative association with TiN comes through its negative association with connectivity. These findings suggest diversity does appear to undermine social capital insofar as the lower TiN in diverse communities is accounted for by lower connectivity i.e. with full controls, homogeneous areas exhibit comparatively higher trust and connectivity whilst diverse areas lower trust and connectivity 13 .
These results also suggest that, based on the concept of social capital as networks and values, increasing disadvantage does not necessarily undermine local social capital.
Whilst higher levels of disadvantage are strongly negatively associated with TiN, they are also positively associated with neighbourhood connectivity, which actually suppresses the negative effect of disadvantage on trust 14 . Therefore whilst individuals may report higher (or lower) trust in affluent (disadvantaged) communities, they are likely to report few differences in levels of connectivity (and perhaps even greater connectivity in disadvantaged areas).
Discussion and conclusion
We investigated the efficacy of neighbourhood attitudes, especially TiN, as frequently adopted measures of social capital (at least in the neighbourhood). Following Paxton (1999) and Lin (2001) , we believe social capital is comprised of (or requires at least) two key components: an objective network link/tie and that such a tie has subjective value e.g. it is reciprocal or trusting. The social network component rests at the heart of nearly all definitions of social capital, and is particularly important considering that the wider benefits attributed to the concept require actual ties to be accumulated. Based on this, for TiN to operate as a proxy for social capital we suggested that: as well as (directly) with TiN is almost completely accounted for by their greater connectivity. Yet the relationship between education or social class and TiN, two of the strongest associations, is entirely unrelated to connectivity. In fact, such higher status individuals actually appear to be less connected compared to those with less education and lower social class, and accounting for these differences increases their positive association with TiN. We demonstrate that this issue of inferring social capital from TiN alone has important implications for the literature exploring the community-level predictors of social capital.
The debate into the relative deleterious effects of community ethnic diversity or disadvantage on social capital (as predominantly measured by attitudes of neighbourliness)
has received considerable attention. However, we have shown that, insofar as social capital requires both social values and connectivity, assumptions regarding their relative effects on social capital may be incorrect. By exploring how much of diversity's and disadvantage's association with TiN can be accounted for by their association with connectivity, we find that it is diversity which is more likely to undermine social capital compared to disadvantage (or at least the type of social capital based on a trusting and connected neighbourhood). Therefore, even though diversity's relationship with TiN is weaker than disadvantage's, the lower TiN evinced by individuals in more diverse communities can be accounted for by their lower connectivity (again, not assuming causality). The lower TiN in disadvantaged communities, however, is almost entirely unrelated to how connected residents are to one another. In fact, as discussed, residents of disadvantaged communities tend to report somewhat greater local connectivity (although this does not necessarily mean they do not have low social capital 15 ).
This draws out a number of conclusions. We believe it would be difficult to argue that social networks are not a vital pre-requisite (along with trust) for social capital, resting, as they do, at the theoretical heart of the concept. These results suggest that capturing only one component of social capital (e.g. trust) as a proxy for its presence can lead to premature conclusions regarding levels of social capital, as well as an understanding of what cultivates or erodes social capital. If a characteristic is negatively associated with TiN, this can demonstrate that it also undermines social capital (as in the case of community diversity);
however, it should not be taken as a given that it will also undermine the associated networks (as with community disadvantage). In other words, one cannot assume a characteristic undermines social capital based on using TiN alone as trust appears to emerge at higher (lower) levels without attendant (dis)connectivity. Yet, at the same time, connectivity should not simply become an alternative proxy measure for social capital in the place of trust. As demonstrated, whilst connected individuals are likely to trust their neighbours, we also observe that just because something is positively associated with connectivity does not necessarily mean it is also positively associated with trust. If we were to simply look at connectivity as a proxy for social capital, for example, we would have assumed communities with higher disadvantage would have higher social capital, or more educated/higher social class individuals lower social capital. By observing their association with trust as well, we actually know that disadvantaged communities possess comparatively less trust (than affluent communities), while educated, higher social class individuals possess more trust (than less educated, lower social classes). We believe that what is required are measures of both shared values and norms, and networks, to fully capture the theoretical components of social capital, insofar as both form the core of the concept of social capital.
This idea applies to the range of proxies/indicators of social capital often applied in the literature e.g. voting, contacting public officials, low fear of crime, generalized trust etc. (Harper, 2001 ). Whilst such attitudes/behaviour may emerge from networks rich in norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness (and thus be indicative of social capital's presence), they likely have sources outside of social capital e.g. civic values instilled through parents, unrelated to one's social networks. In theory, individuals may hold any of these attitudes or perform any of these behaviours and yet be completely disconnected. Simply assuming they indicate social capital may not only be erroneous but also dilutes the conceptual power of social capital, such that any positive outcome often becomes an indicator of its presence (Durlaf, 2002b) . We suggest the need to develop more conceptually and empirically precise measures of social capital, grounded in its theoretical framework of norms, shared values and especially networks, to better understand both social capital's outcomes and predictors.
However, these findings also beg a number of key questions regarding measures of social capital more generally.
Firstly, this chapter has assumed, drawing on the theoretical literature, and the use in studies of TiN as a proxy for social capital, that a trusting and connected community contains greater amounts of social capital which will benefit both residents and the community as a whole. However, the relative benefits of say, trusting neighbours versus being connected to them, are less well understood. Whilst based on theory it is the combination of the two that should produce the best outcomes, perhaps trust alone is important, or trust and connectivity are important for different outcomes. Potentially, the importance of social capital within the community is relative to its context. High trust and connectivity in a disadvantaged community may help overcome local problems (such as reducing crime), or provide access to wider sources of information. However, high social organisational participation, voting, social support, etc., while diversity's association with these is far less clear (e.g. Letki, 2008) . Does this suggest that these are not efficacious proxies for (or outcomes of) social capital, or that a trusting-connected neighbourhood captures only one type of (local) social capital, with specific outcomes, whilst things like organizational involvement form another type of social capital? Again, without finer measures of the networks and norms posited to rest at the core of the concept it is difficult to answer. Similarly, focusing on indicators such as TiN (and its associated levels of connectivity) may miss broader outcomes. Whilst trust and connectivity may decline in diverse communities, opportunities to form bridging-ties are likely much higher and, insofar as such bridging-ties yield different benefits (e.g. greater generalized trust (Putnam, 2000) ), the cost of lower neighbour trust may be offset by benefits elsewhere. There are also potential weaknesses in simply using separate measures of trust in, and connectivity to, neighbours. For example, in disadvantaged communities, do residents know one another more but trust one another less? Or do they trust residents they do know but strongly distrust those they don't? Based purely on these measures we cannot tell. Lastly, the current study, along with much of the literature on the community-level predictors of TiN, applies cross-sectional analysis. The apparent associations between diversity, disadvantage and trust and connectivity could potentially be a product of endogeneity. It may be that individuals less inclined to form part of their community are more likely to move into diverse neighbourhoods if, for example, there are other benefits, such as cheaper housing or better locations. Further analysis is required to unpick these issues. Therefore, despite this chapter advising against attitudes such as TiN being used alone as a proxy for social capital, there remain substantial questions and avenues of research to reconcile the assumed wider benefits of social capital to its theoretical core of norms, trust and networks.
1 Unless, of course, trust is actually a form of social capital itself (see below) 2 The negative relationship between local ethnic diversity and attitudes regarding respondents' locale (especially TiN) is highly consistent. However, when local diversity and less locally-specific outcomes are studied (e.g. generalized trust), or the effects of regional or national diversity are explored, far more mixed findings emerge (e.g. Sturgis et al., 2011) . 13 We are not necessarily making a causal argument here i.e. that trust is lower in diverse areas because diversity undermines connectivity. It could be that connectivity is lower because diversity undermines trust (as we are using cross-sectional data). 14 This finding is substantiated in a second dataset. Using the 'Taking Part Survey 2005-06', in an identically controlled model, Disadvantage negatively predicts TiN (coef.: -0.062*), positively predicts 'knowing neighbours' (coef.: 0.063**), and when we control for 'knowing neighbours' in a model predicting TiN, the negative effect of disadvantage on TiN becomes much stronger and more significant (coef.: -0.099***). 15 Social capital (that is levels of trust and connectivity) may still be low in disadvantaged areas. It may be that disadvantaged (compared to affluent) areas have lower TiN but both disadvantaged and affluent areas have relatively low levels of social connectivity. Therefore, even though disadvantage is positively associated with connectivity, the differences in connectivity between disadvantaged and affluent communities may be small. However, whilst affluent areas would be 'trusting' but 'disconnected', disadvantaged areas would be 'distrusting' and 'disconnected' i.e. exhibiting low social capital. Town ( 
